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under certain circumstances more difficulties than it
solves. If Arabi, for instance, had deposed the Khedive
before the arrival of our troops, it would have been very
difficult for us to rebut the contention that we were
making war on Egypt for the restoration of its dispos-
sessed ruler, and not assisting the actual ruler against
a military revolt which was rapidly superseding his
authority. Even as things were, had Earl Granville's
scheme been in operation at the time, it would have
been open to any of the Great Powers to argue that
Arabi was the de facto ruler of the country, and that
in making war upon him we were attacking Egypt,
and breaking a European agreement by our seizure of
the canal.

Here, then, is a specimen of the difficulties that
might, and probably would, arise from the attempt to
reconcile two incompatible things, the neutrality of the
canal, and the belligerency of the country through which
it runs. Indeed the proposal we are criticizing, though
it purports to do no more than " put upon a clearer foot-
ing the position of the canal for the future," does really
go a long way in the direction of neutralizing Egypt
itself. For it provides that in the event of the Turkish
Empire being a belligerent, "no hostilities shall take
place " not only In the canal, but also in Egyptian terri-
torial waters. Whether this was meant to forbid active
operations only, or whether it would not render unlaw-
ful a blockade of Egyptian ports, even though unaccom-
panied by any hostile attack, we have no means of
deciding from the words themselves. They certainly
need further elucidation; but even if they were made
perfectly clear, the rule they set forth would be open to
the objection that it placed Egypt in a most anomalous